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CHAPTER I 
THE PURPOSE AND JUSTIFICATION OF THE STUDY 
OBJECTIVES OF' TP£ STUDY 
Introduction.~-The writer has been interested for. 
several years in developing a ratin3 scale to help aid in 
the appraisal of camp counselors. In speaking with camp 
directors, personnel directors, and c amp counselors in ad-
ministrative positions it beca.;-ne apparent that they were 
more interested in good persona~ity in a counselor, rather 
than hi ghly specialized skills. 
Purpose of the ratin;;s scale for camp personnel.--
In this study an attempt is made to construct a rating 
scale for camp personnel vThich vrill help to estimate their 
leadership and which may be used as a 5uide for in-service 
training. Efforts have been made to attain t he advantages 
of previous research on rating scales in general. 
JUSTIFICATION OF THE STUDY 
Importance of personality in the campins situation • . --
The effective operation of c~1p policy and program is 
largely dependent upon the counselors, . who are in direct and 
constant contact with the campers. Their characters, 
personalities and habits are theref ore of great i mportance 
for the sum total will express the quality of the camp as 
j_ 
a whole. The children will be quicl-c to note and imitate the 
counselor's behavior, language, . manners, and g rooming . 
They will also be aware of her attitude tov1ard her work , , to-
1t.rard the camp director, other members of the staff, a nd 
ca!l1pers. 
Need for ca r e ful staff appra isal. --Since the director 
has her m·m ideals and ob jectives for her camp, a nd t hese 
s he t r ies to convey to her counselor staff, it seems pertinent 
to have as many aids as possible to help in impartially 
measuring the e;rm<Tth of the counselor on the job. 
Use of the sca~e a s .§: ,·.cui de for in-service 
training.~-The c~np director, or personnel direcLor may use 
the scale as a guide for in-service training . A counselor 
may be rated after a certain period in camp , , and guidance 
given her on the basis of the ratings secured on the sca~e. 
The camp must provide opportunity for mental , 
physical, ., spiritual, and cultural growth for all campers • . 
Since the staff is the center of motivation and morale 
within the camp, . no procedure is more important in main-
taining these standards than the careful and systematic 
appraisal of the staff • . 
~==4======================================~~===============~======= 
CHAPTER II 
BACKGROUND OF RATI NG SCALES 
EARLY USE OF RATING SCALES 
Early attempts at measuring personality.--From 
earliest times there are traces of attempts to measure 
personality. The personality impression . v1as often hasty 
judgment concerning the individual rather than scientific 
procedures. 
According to Waltersl/ one of the first rating de-
vices in industry v.ras the system of "character blocks" 
instituted by Robert 0\ven in his new Lanarck Cotton Mills 
in Scotland. . Each employee was provided with a 11 charac;ter 
block" on his bench • . Each face of the block was colored 
differently and represented an evaluation of the employee 
from bad to excellent. Daily reports represented by the 
blocks were recorded in the character books which were con-
sul ted as a basis of promotion • . 
In a study of the inheritance of eminence in 1869, 
Galto~/ was the first person to have inaugurated the 
mathematical or scientific method in the description and 
1/ J. E. 1tlal ters, Applied Personnel Administration, 
Jol:m vviley & Son, Inc., Nevi York, , 1931, . P• . 43 
2/ F. Galton, Inquiry into Human Faculty and Its 
Development, E. P. Dutton & Co., New York, , 1911, . p •. 57· 
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measurement of traits. In 1883 he published the first 
modern rating scale on this sub ject • . 
In 1906 Pearson's scale which called for Jtfd grn.ent at 
seven different de grees of intelligence was developed.l/ 
The idea of indicating ratings by a check mark on the line 
is attributed to J. B. Miner.2/ 
. The Army Rating Scale of Ivi ay, , 1917, and the Scott 
Graphic Rating Scale brought rating scales i nto prominence. 
The Army Rating Scale employs a man to man comp c..rison •. 
The rater pl ac.es five i ndivi duals on a scale from the best 
at the top to the poorest at the bottom. One person i s in 
the middle. The others are then compared with those us ed 
to make the scale. 
The Scott Graphi c Rating Sca1e2/ arr~es for a scale 
of.: values after each trait. At various points on this scale 
are descript ions of the l eve l of the trait bein g rated. 
Lord and Taylor4/ a New York department store, 1-vas 
probably the first l ar ge bus iness organi~ation to base its 
1/ K • . Pearson, "On the Relationship of Intelli gence 
to Size and Shape of the Head and to Other Physical and 
Hental Characteristics , !1 Biometrica: 1906-7:5:105-156 . 
2/ F • . F. Bradshaw, "The American Council of Education 
Rating Scale: Its Reliability, Validity and Use, 11 Archiv:es 
of Psychology:l930:119 5-80, pp. 107 
2/ \v. D. Scott, "The Rating Scale, 11 Psychological 
B-ulletin:l918:15:203-206. 
4/ G. D. Halsey, Halring ~nd Using I ndustrial Service 
Rati~, Harper & Bros., New Yorl.r , 1942~, 171 pp. 
progr arn of trainin[S and 3enera1 personnel development on 
re gular and systematic ratings of employees • . This plan 
was started in the f all of 1916. 
TYPES OF RATING SCALES USED TODAY 
Ranldne; and Scorin;~ lvie thods .... -After 1920 various 
techniques \vere tried out rather extensively. 
There are two general classes intm \vhich rating 
scales may be grouped, namely, ranking, and scoring scales. 
Ranking scales usually ask for a grading of people or traits 
in some specified order usually from best to worst. _ The 
merits of this scale are its concreteness and definiteness 
and its avoidance of immediate emotional reactions. Its 
weakness lies in the difficulty of pl acing any group of 
people in rank order in any type of situation. Scoring 
scales require the use of judgments which place an individual 
or a trait on a scale of already defined steps. 
Paired comoarison method • ..--In the method of paired. 
comparison each person is compared with each of the other 
persons who are being rated. One trait is considered at a 
time. - Each jud9 nent is made on the basis of whether one 
person or the other is better on the particular trait. This 
I I 
I 
method \vas popularized by Thurstone in his study of social II,' 
values and is re gularly used by the National I nstitute or 
I Industrial Psychology in their vocational guidance program. I 
'I 
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The amount of agreement or disagreement among the different 
judges gives an indication of the presence or absence of 
the auality in the particular individual. The advantage 
of this for.m is that it gives the subject an opportunity to 
form an estimate of his own characteristics and to contrast 
his judgment with others. The technique is very difficult 
to score and is not used to any extent in industry. 
~questionnaire method.--This method has been used 
from the earliest times but was systematized during World 
War I by Woodworth with his famous PD Scale. The question- · 
naire usually takes one of three forms, true-false, yes-no, 
or some mid-point answer. In each case the correct answer 
is underscored. Questions can be listed empirically or by 
carefully analyzing the field being measured and in this 
basis selecting the questions. The value of this technique 
depends to a great extent upon the ability of the candidate 
to answer the questions correctly. A weakness in the inabilit 
of the individual to give a categorical yes or no. This 
method is used but not extensively in industry today. The 
form may be completed either by the candidate or by another 
person who knows the particular individual. 
Multiple-reaction scales.-- These scales are funda-
mentally a for.m of questionnaire in which there is a state-
ment concerning an issue or situation. A number of alter-
native solutions are presented, one of which is to be 
checked • . Although this form of test is interesting to the 
subject and may have some diagnostic value, it is difficult 
to construct and confuses those of limited intelligence. 
TP~S type of scale has rarely been used in industry. 
Check list s cales. ~-The check list is a rating form 
where the judge checl{s the various phrases of v1ords that 
apply to the ratee. The checlc list has not enjoyed any 
appreciable popularity in school or industry. The best 
known check list is that of the Probst Service Reportl/ 
where the rater can chec l{ off . any number of items up to 1 00 . 
It is recommended that three judges rate each individual, 
and the same rating sheet is used by the different judges. 
Point sceles.--The scales consist of a number of 
items to each of whi ch there is given an arbitrary value. 
One of the earliest forms of this type of scale vvas the man 
to man scale, , ori ginally developed at the Carnegie Institute 
of Technolo gy by Scott for the purpose of selecting salesmen • . 
It was later adapted for the army during World \liar I for the 
purpose of selecting officers. The qualities re garded as 
necessary f or success are defined and each quality is given 
a range of values • . The total of an individual's score on 
the qualities helps to decide his worth or rank • . 
lL J. B. Probst, Measurin§ and Rating Employee Value, 
Ronold Press, New Yorl{, 1947, 16o pp • . 
r 
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Linear scales.--The raqge of ability is indicated by 
a straight line without g raduations. One end of the line 
represents the least amount of the trait a nd the other the 
g reatest. The judge places a check mar k on t he line at the 
point which he believes corresponds with the amount of the 
trait possessed by the ratee. This type of sc.ale has, for 
the ~nost part, been replaced by the graphic scale. 
Frequency scales.~-In these scales the trait is re-
gard ed as being distributed in the normal population 
according to the frequency of the normal distribution curve. 
Each trait is, therefore, divided on this basis into five to 
ten units. Equal intervals on the scale represent equal 
steps in frequency on the normal curve. The suojects to be 
rated are then assi gned positions most descriptive of their 
behavior. Degrees on this scale are expressed in terms of 
per cent or point values. Explanation is usually given re-
garding the nonnal expectancy of distribution. For a five 
unit scale approximately seven per cent fall in each of the 
extreme groups, twenty-four per cent in each of the above 
and below avere.ge groups, and 38 per cent in the average. 
group • . Moorel/ states that the weaknesses of this type of 
scale are often the use of abstract terms and the analysis 
1/ H. Moore, . Psychology of Business and Industry, 
McGraw Hill, Ne,,v York, 1939, , p. , 220 • . 
o£ a capacity into hypothetical degrees which vary £rom 
analyst to analyst. 
Graphic rating scales.--In the graphic rating scale 
descriptions in degrees of a trait are given at several 
points on a five or six inch line. The judge checks that 
point on the continuum which most closely corresponds to his 
interpretation of the degree to wrrich the ratee possesses the 
trait. Variations include weighting the scale and using a 
£requency system in order to translate descriptive content 
into quantitative data. The graphic rating scale is the 
most popular method and depends to a great extent upon the 
training of the rater. 
Weighted scoring scales.--In the case of weighted 
scoring scales, each item is given a definite numerical 
value based on an arbitrarily chosen unit or on a statistic-
ally weighted value. The total score in each case is the 
sum of the values belonging to the checked items. 
VALUE OF RATING SCALES 
Worth of scales.--Rugg1/ made .an exhaustive study of 
rating scales and came to the conclusion that many were so 
inaccurate as to be practically worthless. 
!/ H. o. Rugg, "Self-Improvement of Teachers Through 
Self-Ratings," Elementary School Journa1:1920:20:670-684. 
HcCa11l/ on the contrary contends that ratin:::; scales are 
extre2 ely accurate. 
Watsord/ states that some scales have reliabilities 
surpassin3 most existing g roup tests. 
Graphic ratin~ scale Qreferred.--Guthri~/ in a 
carefully conducted study compared the ranking and graphic 
rating methods and found the latter to be about 15 per cent 
more reliable. Guilf:or~/ favors the graphic type of rating 
scale: "The graphic rating type scale is by far the most 
popular, and on the whole most satisfactory ••••••• There are 
no disadvantages that apply to the graphic type of scale 
alone. 11 Freyd2/lists the following as advantages of the 
graphic type of rating scale: 
"It is simply and easily grasped. 
"rt . is interesting and requires little 
motivation of the rater~ 
11 It is quickly filled out. 
1/ W. A. McCall, Measurement, .Macmillan Co., 
New York, . 1939, , p. 311. 
2/ G. B. \'Vatson, . "A Supplementary Revie\v of Measures 
of Personal! ty Traits , ,11 Journal of Educational Psychology: 
1927:18:76 • . 
3/ E. R. Guthrie, _ 11I"leasuring ptudent O_Qinio!} of 
Teachers, ,'' School and Society:l927:25:175-17b. 
4/ J. P. Guilford, Psychometric Methods, , McGraw Hill, 
New York, , l936, PP• -556. 
5/ !VI . Freyd, 11 The Graphic Rating Scale, 11 Journal 
of Educational Psycholo [~:l923:14:83-102 • . 
"It is simply and easily scored. 
"It frees the rater from direct quantitative 
terms. 
"It enables the rater, nevertheless, to make 
his discrimination as fine as he cares, although the 
discrimination is lost if a scoring stensil of only 
a few points is used. 
"The descriptive terms aid the rater in that 
they make the various degrees of the trait more 
concrete ••••••• 
"It is numerical, that is, no master scale is 
required as in the Anny Scale. 
"The fineness of scoring may be altered at will, 
yielding scores of from 1 to 5 or from 1 to 100 •••••• " 
Hayes and Patersonh/ report finding the graphic 
method hi ghly reliable. They found correlations of over 
. 65 between the ratings of the same men by different judges 
and of reratincs of the same men by the s~1e judge. 
Present ~ of rating scales. --:~lany industries a nd 
schools are us in;:; rating scales at the present time. Lack 
of standardization concerning many of the scales is evident. 
For the most part concerns do not attempt to obtain numerical 
values or statistical evaluation from their ratings on the 
scales used. Practical application rather than theoretical 
values seems to be the main objective for using scales in 
industry and schools. In the camping situation the use of 
1/ M. H. -S. Hayes and D. G. Paterson, "Experimental 
Development of the Graphic Ratinc; l\1ethod," Psychologi cal 
Bulletin:l921:18: 98-99 • . 
the rating s cale is meagre. 
According to Drive~/ approximately 90 per cent of 
the difficulties with rating scales are due to the judge s 
while only 10 per cent are due to the rating forms. 
Emphasis is placed upon the results of rating rather than 
adequate training of judges •. 1Uthough psycholo gists and 
educators have stressed the importance of exact procedures 
in the administration of both individual and group tests, 
this has been neglected in the field of rating scales. 
1/ R • . s. Driver, A Case History in Ivleri t Rating 
Personnel:l940:16:150. 
CHAPTER III 
DEVELOH-IENT OF THE RATING SCALE 
FOR CAMP PERSONNEL 
A. CONSTRUCTION OF THE SCALE 
Selection of traits.--Traits included in the scale 
were based on the opinions of camp directors, personnel 
directors, and others with cons iderable experience in 
camping . They were all college graduates and had had 
courses in guidance and personnel work.. Qualifications for 
camp counselor posi tlons and reasons for success a.s well as 
failure v1ere discussed. Each individual compiled a list of 
personality traits which she considered necessary for a 
camp counselor to possess. From the lists a total of 55 
different traits were att a ined. These were then arranged 
i n alphabetical order. 
Definition of traits. --Vli th the aid of Webster's 
New International Dictionary of the English Language,l/ 
Warren's Dictionary of PsycholOgical Terms, .2/ and the 
1/ Webster's New International Dictionary of the 
English-Language, Unabridged, G. & c. Merri&~ Company, 
Springfield, Mass., 1941 XCVI. 
2/ H. c.: Warren, Dictionary of Psychology, 
Houghton lVI iffin, Boston, , rvr ass., 1934 • . 
-1l , -_~ 
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opinions of members of the group, , specific definitions for 
each trait were formulated. The list \vas then submitted to 
the original group and each one \•~tis asked to independently 
select twelve traits which she considered most important. 
The traits checlced the greatest nwnber of times appear in 
the scale at the end of the chapter. 
Selection of the type of scale.--After reviewing the 
literature concerning the type of r a ting scales the l'iri ter 
decided that a graphic rating scale would have hi gher 
reliability and validity than the other types which have 
been discussed in Chapter II. Fryerl/ maintains that there 
cannot be more than five degrees of pr~ficiency for an 
objectively defined trait in a rating scale. 
Description of behavior for each degree of trait.--
Trait dee;rees \vere developed by the writer and approved 
by at least 75% of the group who helped to select the 
twelve traits • . 
B. . INSTRUCTIONS FOR THE USE 01<., THE SCALE 
Introduction.--This form is desi gned to help appraise 
the kind o:f work the counselor is doing. To guess i-s unfair 
to the individual and the entire rating plan. 
1/ D • . Fryer, "Rating a Rating Scale, 11 Industrial 
Management:l927:63:301 
-11 l 
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One pur'Pose of the scale is to locate \veak points and attempt 
to correct them • . All trait descriptions· and definition of 
~ 
terms should be read carefully before rating the counselor. 
Each trait has five behavior descriptions and the s core runs 
from 0--10, , or poor to superior. 
Instructions.--
a . An extended period of observation should 
pre cede any rating. 
b . The atti tude of the rater should be ob.jective. 
Do not permit a friendly interest in the counselor 
to influence your rating • . 
c. Do not try to cover up individual weak points. 
One purpose of the scale is to locate weak points and 
attempt to correct them. 
d. Be able to jUstify a particular rating with 
specific reasons . 
e . Base your estimate on the actual rather than 
expected performance .. 
f. The value of a hurried rating is questionable. 
g . Individuals should not be rated on e~l twelve 
traits at the same time. 
h. Do no t be i nfluenced by unusual incidents that 
are not really representative of the counselor's 
characteristic behavior. Consider all incidents. 
i. Jul abiliti es of an individual do not 
necessarily occur in identical de g rees. ivi any raters 
are inclined to hesitate to (3i ve extreme judgments 
a nd tend to place those rated in the direction of the 
average of the 6 roup. 
j. Reviel.v eac h trait in an objective manner and 
keep in mind the particular tra it at hand . 
k. Rating s must be made independen tly, and a t 
least three raters should rate e ach counselor. The 
r aters should be persons of ability a nd experien ce. 
Definition of terms. --
a . HEALTH--Soundness of physi c a l condit i on , the 
ability of an organi sm to maint a i n its exis tenc e 
enere;etically and f unction full of life and Vi [;or . 
b. I NTELLIGENCE i s t he abil ity to mee t new 
situations quickl y and s uccessfully. It is t he 
c apaci ty for kno\vl ed6e a nd underst,andi ni.~ especially 
as applied to the handlin3 of n ovel situations . It 
must be judged oft en from t he extent of the indi-
vidual's s uccess in g rasping general ideas and 
a daptins them to spec ific situations •. 
c. E~OTIONAL STABILITY is a type of temperam ent 
o r personality cha r a cterized b y an absence of unusua l 
variati ons in emot ional reaction s and traits. 
d . SOCIAL ADAPTABIL ITY is t he disposition to 
companionship or a ssociation with othe r people. 
The ability to adapt to varying situa tions a nd people •. 
e. CAPACITY FOR LEADERSHIP is the role of one 
individual as initiator, director, or organizer 
of group activities . Leadership demands the ability 
to analyze, to plan and to systematize. 
f. COURTESY is the sta,te of being considerate 
in manner and address. Politeness combined with 
kindness . Respect for other people. 
g . APPEARANCE i s the state in ivhich a person or 
thing appears without i mplication as to actuaJ. or 
inner state. 
h . COOPERATION can be represented by the uni ted 
effort of individuals in a social group. Coopera tion 
implies a willing voluntary part icipation on the part 
of an indi vidual. It indicates an attitude of 
voluntary helpfulness r ather tha n me re participa tion. 
Service to othe rs, aid or ki ndne ss rendered to anotner. 
i. DEPENDABILITY is the s uggestion of qualities 
that can be relied or depended upon. An indi vidual 
who is dependable can be counted upon to adequat el y 
complete tasks assi 1::;ned her and fulfill agree;nents. 
j'. LANGUAGE is a system of communication through 
conventional vocal symbols. The faculty of expressing 
thoubhts by words or articul ate sounds in the power 
of speaking . The conventional or effective means for 
the expression of t houghts , ideas, and feelings . 
k. C.AHPER-STAFF RELATIONSHIP--}111aintains a 
friendly, mature, . ob jective attitude toward the 
c runper. Is i mpartial and inspires conf idence and 
re spect • . 
1. :tvlAI NTEN.ANCE OF THE STANDARDS AND OBJECTIVES 
OF THE C.AHP--Sets a ~ .:; ood examp l e. .1-'i aint a ins health 
and s af e ty re s ul a tions. I nt e rested in the campers' 
mental, . physical, . spiritual, and cultural develop:rient. 
Incorporates campers 1 ideas in t he program. 
C. SELECTION OF RATERS 
Number of raters.--Ruggl/ recommends that one should 
use the pooled ratin3s of not less than three raters. 
Moore!/ states that reliability of ratings shows an increa se 
with the number- of raters employed • . There were two situati ons 
25 counselors in e a ch group , , and six raters, three in each 
situation. 
Selection of raters. --Each counselor I.Yas rated by 
persons in supervisory positions who had opportunity to 
observe the leader frequently. . Conrad states that raters 
do much better if they are interested in the ratings they 
make. 
1/ H. 0. Rugg, . "Self-Improvement of Teachers Throu3h 
Self-Ratings,'' Elementary School Journal :1920:20:670-684 
g/ B • . U • . Hoore, "Pers onal Selection of Graduate. 
Engineers," Psychological Hono graph:l922:30:1-85 
Trainine; of raters . --Preliminary discussions were 
held concerning the purpose and possible value sof the rating 
scale. Each rater was 5iven a separate li st of instructions, 
for the use of the scale, which appear in this chapter. 
Definitions of traits and the descrip tions of e ach degree 
of the traits were discussed. 
ANN OJ_.. SALE 
Form A 6-1-50-500 
Rating Scale For Ca.mp Personnel 
Counselor Camp. 
Rater. Date 
INSTRUCTIONS: Before rating the counselor on any trait, please read carefully the definition of the trait and each de-
scription in the blocks extending from 0-10. Then circle the number on the line where in your judgment 
the person being rated belongs on the particular trait. 
Poor 
Example: A circle around 2 would mean that the person nearly reaches the second description or rates 
a position between 1-3. 
B elow Average Average Above Average Superior 
I HEALTH: Soundness o(physical condition. Energy and vigor. Ability to work through an average day without experi-
encing fatigue. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
Chronically ill. Very 
easily fatigued. 
Often ill. Does not have 
ordinary endurance. 
Ill occasionally. Endures 
satisfactorily. 
Not often ill. Rarely 
shows fatigue. 
II INTELLIGENCE: Intelligence is the ability to meet new situations quickly and successfully 
standing and handling problems. 
1 2 
Not interested. Dull. 
I 
i 
3 4 
Finds most problems dif-
ficult to solve. 
5 
Able to solve problems 
and meet situations of 
average difficulty. 
6 7 
Usually able to solve dif-
ficult problems. 
Seldom ill . Unusually 
vigorous. 
The capacity for under-
8 9 
Able to solve difficult 
problems. 
III EMOTIONAL STABILITY: Emotional st ability is the type of temperament or personality characterized by an ab-
sence of unusual variations in emotional reactions or traits . 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Lacks emotional con-
I 
Uneven temperament. 
I 
Able to . ,control herself. Controls self with ease. Uses good sense under 
trol. Flares up easily Reacts well in unusual stress. Exceedingly well 
situations. poised. 
IV SOCIAL ADAPT ABILITY: The ability to adapt to varying situations and people. Tactful. Cheerful. Sense of humor 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Unable to adjust to !
1 social situations. I Ill at ease. At ease when interested. Usually sociable. Like-
able. 
Adapts well to varying 
groups. 
Always at ease. Excep-
tional in getting along 
with others. 
V CAPACITY FOR LEADERSHIP: The ability to analyze, plan, initiate, and direct group activities . Uses good judgment. 
Is resourceful. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Shuns all responeibility. Follows others plans. Sometimes shows initia- Good leader. Frequently I Very able leader. Plans 
Fails to get interest in t ive and occasionally stimulates interest in ac-
I 
and directs others sue-
her own ideas. takes t he lead . tivities. cessfully 
Well mannered. Respects other people. Considerate. Kind. Courteous. 
10 
10 
10 
10 
VI COURTESY: 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
__ H_a_b-it_u_a-lly --d-is-co_u_r_:._'I--F-re_q_u_e_n_tl_y_ la-cks cour- Usually courteous. Res- Practically always cour-
teous. Lacks good man- I tesy and consideration. pectful. Considerate. teous. Considerate. 
Always courteous in any 
situation. 
0 
0 
0 
ners. 
VII APPEARANCE: 
1 2 
Unkempt. Untidy 
NOT suitable. 
Good appearance here is considered as being neat and attractive without necessarily being "pretty " 
It is the state in which the person appears. 
3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Careless about appear- Usually acceptable and Pleasing appearance. Fav- Exceptionally well-
ance. Rather unfav- generally appropriate. orable impression. groomed. 
orable. 
VIII COOPERATION and SERVICE to OTHERS: Cooperation implies a willing, voluntary part icipation on the part of 
an individual. An attitude of helpfulness rather than mere participa-
tion. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Lacks cooperat ion Frequently fails to co- Usually cooperates. Will-
I 
Finds things to do Does more t han her 
Helps others only for operate. Will help others ing to assist others in and does them. Helps share. Goes out of her 
personal benefit. if not inconvenienced. group activities. others at personal in- way to help others. 
i convenience. 
IX DEPENDABILITY: An individual who is dependable can be counted on to do what she agrees to do. Can follow in-
struction s. Careful about routine tasks. 
1 
Neglects duties. Unre-
liable. 
2 3 
~ncertain . Partially 
meets obligations. 
4 5 
Usually meets obliga-
tions. 
6 7 
Thorough in meeting ob-
ligations. 
8 9 
Dependable in all situa-
tions. 
X LANGUAGE: Language here is considered as that which is conventional and acceptable speech for oral communication. 
10 
10 
10 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
0 
0 
Poor choice of words. 
Too much slang. 
Rather poor choice of 
words. 
XI CAMPER-STAFF RELATIONSHIP: 
Acceptable speech. Good command of langu-
age. 
Excellent command of 
language . 
Friendly but maintains a mature attitude and is impartial. Inspires confidence. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Childish. Does not in-
spire confidence. 
Courts the campers 
favor. Partial. 
Appropriate. Usually has \ Good balance. Promotes \ Understanding. Excel-
mature attitude. 
1 
good feeling. Impartial. ,
1 
lent mature attitude. 
Maintains respect and 
admiration. 
XII MAINTENANCE OF THE STANDARDS and OBJECTIVES OF THE CAMP: Sets a good example. Maintains 
health and safety regulations. In-
terested in the well being of the 
camper. Incorporate campers' 
ideas in the program. 
1 
Noticeably lacking. De-
ficient. · 
2 3 
Frequent lack of interest. 
4 5 
Usually meets most re-
quirements. 
6 7 
Noticeably present. 
Shows better than aver-
age interest. 
8 9 
Superior. Dependable in 
word and deed. Attitude 
noticeably reflected in 
t he campers. 
10 
ST .:. TH~TI C .L R.ESUL'l1 S AND CO NCLUSIONS 
Before any measur i ng instrument may be considered 
worthwh :tle, i t must be shown to be rel·" able a.nd val5.d . 
This chap ter de :1 ls wi t h t he sta t is ti cal meth od used t n 
order to e stablish reli abi l ity and validity. 
Rel l ability and Validity 
Definitions of reliability a nd v e.li dit~.-- Remmers Y 
state s that reliability ma y be defined a s the accurac y 
w:l t h whi ch a m.oa.s uring instrument me ttsure s whatever i t 
does measure and that va.l1d1 t y may be defined e. s t he ex-
tent t o whi ch the instrume nt measure s what it purports to 
me asure. Thurstone g/ st ~ t e s t hat reliability is the 
consitency of an i ndex with another just like it , and 
validity refers to the consistency of an index t hD t is 
generally t'tccepted, and one t hat is new or stra n3e . He 
further sta t e s that no valid instrument can h ave a low 
r eli ability. 
Reli ability a nd valid ity as appli.ed to the s c ale.- - 'llhe 
. 1/H. H. Hemmers, 11Rel:t a.bili ty a.nd Halo Effect of Hi 'h Sch ool 
- and College Q.tudent s' tTudgme nt of Their '.r e achers,' Journal 
of App l i ed PsycholotJY:; 1 934: 18 :621. 
of Tests. 
2. 
terms rel 1.ab111 t y and validity are eons1dered in this study 
t o be synonymous. The problem of' rneasurtng personal ity 
has not been settled and i n most cases involving person-
al ity measurement the t erms reliability and va.lid1ty over-
l ap . 
The judgment of head counselors const itutes the 
criter ion on which reliabil ity and val idi ty i s based in 
t h :L s s tudy . 
St ati s ti cal Pr ocedure 
The meth r.::d empl oyed in thi s study t o show reli ab il -
i tJ and va.l id:l ty was the comp t:.tr ison of r atings of 6 r aters 
wh o r ated 50 couns elor s on 12 trai ts . There were t wo 
groups and 3 r aters for each group. The r a ters rated 
independently and did not rate t he counselor on all traits 
a t t he s ~me time. 
11 ables 1 to 6 give t he r aw scores f or e -hh rater's 
r atin5 of 25 subjects on eaeh of the 12 t r ai ts. Table 7 
li s ts the ar ithmetic mean f or e ach r ater's r ating of 25 
i ndividual s on each of 12 traits. Table 8 shows t h e stan-
dard devi ation of each trait for each rater. These tables 
are presented for the oonven~enoe and informa tion of the 
re aders in or•der t hat t hey may see t he source from wh ich 
t he wr i ter treated t he r aw sta tist i c a l dat a. 
Coeffioi en .. s of correlation.-- Table 9 present s the 
coefficient s of cor relat ion be t we en the r ating s of t hree 
22 
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r.r bla l 
Camp .:t. 
I ~ter. A 
Ra ~ Scores on Camp Personnel Ratinr' ::'cale 
1 
'rai'ts 
'"ub-
Je~ l 2 ~ 4 5 6 7 8 9 10- _ 11 12 
1 60 50 6. . !50 50 70 70 50 50 70 60 60 
2 70 70 90 ·eo 70 100 100 60 . 90 100 100 90 
3 100 00 90 90 80 80 90 90 90 90 80 0 
4 90 70 90 . 70, 70 100 90 70 80 . 90 90 70 
5 90 70 60 70 60 70 70 50 50 80 80 70 
6 100 80 vO 90 30 100 90 -o 90 100 90 o, 
7 100 70 90 90 8 0 100 90 100 100 100 7 0 80 
8 lOG 80 80 so 60 100 1 0 60 70 70 70 70 
9 cc 40 40 40 40 40 30 50 40 40 40 40 
10 50 50 40 50 30 80 80 40 40 80 40 40 
11 ~0 90 90 90 70 90 l OO 90 90 '70 100 100 
12 100 80 80 90 70 9() 90 80 80 100 60 70 
13 100 50 60 70 70 90 90 60 60 90 60 70 
14 100 60 60 70 60 100 100 60 50 90 60 60 
15 90 60 60 70 r!O '70 80 50 50 80 70 7 0 
16 90 60 60 70 50 70 80 60 60 80 60 60 -
17 oo 70 70 70 70 70 90 70 60 , .. 0 00 0 
18 90 '· 0 ~0 f' O 90 1 00 100 100 90 100 100 90 
1 9 100 90 ~)0 90 80 90 1.00 90 90 100 90 00 
20 90 40 4.0 50 30 oO 60 40 30 70 40 30 
21 100 60 70 70 80 80 90 70 '70 0 80 80 
22 90 80 80 8 0 ,-,o 00 80 ao 8 0 90 80 8 
23 '70 60 60 7 0 70 00 90 80 ?0 0 60 70 
24 80 50 40 40 _o 50 90 30 30 80 30 30 
25 0 ? 0 50. 60 60 8 0 50 50 50 50 .60 60 
====-=- -=-= = ='=-=--'=-== ------ - ---
,, lb ... 
·Teets 
.:... '" 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
ll 
1'" .... 
13 
14 
1 5 
l '' 
.. 1 
-~ ( 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
Oamp I 
Rater B 
H·""W Scor•e s on Cunp ersonnel Rat in.:s Eeo.le 
mr ait s 
.. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
'70 50 60 50 50 70 60 60 50 80 60 
70 70 90 90 ?0 90 100 60 90 100 100 
90 90 90 80 co 90 90 90 80 80 80 
90 ~~o 90 70 70 100 90 '10 70 90 oO 
90 70 60 70 60 70 '70 50 50 80 80 
100 80 90 90 80 90 90 90 90 9 0 80 
100 60 90 90 80 100 100 100 100 100 ?0 
100 80 80 90 60 go 90 60 70 70 70 
90 40 40 40 "40 40 40 50 40 40 40 
50 50 40 50 30 80 90 40 40 80 ·10 
eo 90 ~0 100 70 90 100 90 90 70 100 
1 00 80 80 90 70 0 90 80 70 90 60 
100 . 50 60 70 70 80 90 60 60 6 0 60 
100 60 60 YfO 60 100 100 60 50 80 60 
90 60 6 ?0 ?0 70 70 50 50 80 60 
90 60 60 60 60 80 80 GO 60 80 60 
90 70 70 eo 70 ?0 90 60 70 90 0 
100 90 90 90 90 100 100 100 100 10 1 00 
90 90 90 90 90 100 100 90 90 100 100 
90 4 0 50 40 30 50 50 30 30 60 40 
100 60 70 70 80 90 70 70 90 70 80 
00 80 80 80 80 9 0 80 90 90 90 80 
70 70 60 70 70 90 90 '10 ~"/0 90 70 
90 50 40 40 40 50 90 30 30 70 uO 
80 60 50 50 6 0 70 50 50 50 50 50 
12 
6 0 
90 
80 
70 
50 
80 
80 
70 
40 
40 
100 
70 
60 
60 
60 
60 
90 
.:-0 
100 
30 
80 
80 
'70 
30 
50 
-~ ·----=--------,~--~- -~-'=-"=----=~===--==--=-=-=--=--==-=-~~-==~--=--======lF== 
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Table 3 
Ga.mp I 
Rater 0 
Raw Scores on Ct:E1P Per.3onnel :tatinG Seal 
•rrs.l ts 
~ub ... 
:h-cts 1 ( ' .r.; 3 4 5 6 7 B 9 10 l l 12 
1 70 60 60 50 50 '70 60 60 50 . 80 60 60 
2 ?0 70 90 90 80 90 100 60 '70 90 100 90 
3 90 .90 90 80 90 90 0 80 80 80 80 ao 
4 go 70 90 70 70 90 ~0 70 70 90 80 70 
5 90 60 60 70 60 70 70 50 50 80 80 50 
6 100 80 90 90 8 0 90 80 8 0 8 0 90 70 80 
7 100 60 80 90 70 100 100 100 100 100 70 70 
8 100 80 80 80 60 1 00 100 60 60 100 70 70 
9 100 40 40 40 40 , · 40 40 ,_;o 40 40 40 40 
10 50 50 40 70 30 80 80 40 40 40 40 40 
11 90 90 00 100 '70 90 100 1 00 90 70 100 100 
12 100 80 80 90 7 0 . 90 90 80 ' "50 ' 90 50 50 
1 3 100 ' 50 60 60 60 90 90 60 60 60 60 60 
14 100 60 60 70 70 100 100 60 60 90 60 60 
1 5 9 0 60 60 70 70 70 70 50 50 80 50 50 
l a 100 50 50 60 ,60 80 80 50 50 80 50 50 
17 90 70 70 80 70 70 90 60 70 ~0 90 90 
18 90 90 90 90 90 100 100 90 90 100 ~0 90 
19. 90 80 90 1 00 90 100 1 00 90 90 100 100 90 
20 80 40 30 40 30 50 40 30 :;o 50 40 30 
21 100 50 70 70 70 80 80 '70 90 70 HO £~0 
22 90 80 80 80 80 90 eo 90 90 0('\ .. ..... 80 80 
23 '70 70 ? 0 ?0 70 90 0 70 70 90 70 70 
24 90 50 30 40 40 50 90 30 30 50 30 30 
25 80 70 50 50 60 70 50 50 50 50 50 60 
-=-=--==-=== 
'J.lo.1)l0 4 
Ca.r.'lp II 
-REJ t or A 
Raw Gcores on Oart"tP Personnel _. at:tng Reale 
'rro.:tts 
Sub -
'lects 
..,:..;._~ l 2 3 l]; 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
1 DO 8 80 90 90 no 90 80 8 0 90 90 90 
<") 
tJ 90 80 8 0 70 70 90 90 50 50 90 70 ?0 
3 50 50 50 70 70 '70 DO 50 50 no 50 50 
4 9(1 30 30 30 30 50 f)O 50 30 50 40 40 
5 70 70 70 70 70 go 90 70 ?0 90 70 90 
6 90 50 50 70 70 70 7 0 70 50 90 70 70 
? 70 70 60 70 70 90 0 60 70 70 70 70 
8 50 50 30 50 30 50 50 50 30 50 10 40 
80 40 30 50 50 . 40 40 50 40 40 40 40 
J.O ~)0 90 ~n 90 100 1 00 90 90 100 100 100 100 
11 100 ?0 70 90 80 100 100 90 90 100 90 100 
1 ~~ 30 30 20 10 20 30 50 ~so 30 50 10 30 
13 100 riO 70 7 0 90 00 70 70 70 90 80 90 
A.. , _  ... 90 50 50 50 60 70 70 50 70 90 70 70 
15 .. 70 50 50 90 90 90 90 50 50 50 50 50 
16 80 70 70 80 80 90 90 70 70 90 8 0 90 
17 50 70 70 8 0 70 90 90 50 50 90 80 70 
18 100 GO 70 90 80 90 flO 70 80 90 70 70 
19 80 90 7 0 70 90 90 90 ? 0 7 0 LO 70 ? 0 
2 0 50 50 50 50 50 DO 80 50 50 50 50 50 
21 100 80 80 80 90 90 90 70 ?0 90 ~0 GO 
2 2 100 7C '7 0 '70 80 70 70 70 70 ... o '70 70 
23 80 90 8 no 90 90 90 7 0 90 90 90 30 
~~...: 90 80 80 80 90 90 90 80 90 .. 0 90 90 
25 70 50 "'10 '70 60 90 50 50 50 50 50 50 
~~~~--- ====----
- --- ---==== 
Table 5 
Camp II 
Rater I3 
Rav1 Scores on Camp Personnel rat in Scale 
T.r•e.i ts 
Sub -
ject s 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
1 90 80 80 90 90 90 90 80 90 90 80 
2 70 '70 70 70 7 0 90 90 50 50 80 '10 
3 50 50 50 70 70 60 70 50 50 80 50 
4 8 0 30 30 30 30 50 50 50 50 30 50 
5 80 70 7 0 70 70 90 DO 70 90 80 90 
6 100 50 50 60 70 7 0 70 70 50 70 7 0 
7 70 r10 60 70 '10 80 80 50 70 70 70 
8 50 50 40 50 30 50 50 bO 30 50 40 
9 EO 40 30 50 50 40 40 50 40 4:0 40 
10 100 100 100 100 90 90 90 90 1.00 100 100 
ll 100 70 70 9 0 80 90 90 90 90 1 00 90 
12 30 30 20 10 20 30 50 30 30 50 10 
13 100 70 '70 70 80 80 '70 '70 70 80 9 
14 00 50 50 60 60 70 70 50 '70 90 70 
15 70 60 60 90 DO go 80 50 50 50 50 
16 .o 80 70 5~0 80 90 90 70 70 90 8 0 
17 50 70 80 80 70 8 0 90 50 50 90 80 
18 100 80 "i' O 80 80 90 7 0 80 80 70 70 
19 80 90 70 70 so 00 90 70 70 90 70 
2 0 90 50 60 5 0 60 50 0 50 50 50 50 
21 100 80 80 80 90 oo 90 70 70 00 90 
22 100 70 70 70 80 70 70 ?0 70 90 70 
23 DO 90 80 HO 90 90 0 70 90 80 80 
24 100 80 80 8 0 90 90 80 80 90 90 90 
2 5 80 50 '70 70 60 90 50 50 50 50 50 
===~ ---~---'=-
12 
~0 
70 
50 
40 
90 
80 
70 
4 0 
40 
100 
100 
30 
co 
70 
50 
90 
80 
7 0 
70 
50 
90 
70 
80 
90 
50 
-==--=--..==....-
f:l.ib ... 
Jeets 1 
1 ~.lQ 
2 90 
3 70 
4 so 
5 7 0 
(j ~- 0 
7 70 
~ 50 
·"' C"l t.O 
10 100 
11 90 
12 40 
13 ,, 0 
14 90 
15 80 
16 90 
l'l 7 
18 100 
19 $0 
20 90 
21 100 
22 100 
23 8 0 
24- 90 
25 70 
'I'abl e 6 
Cr-;mp II 
tater C 
Rs.vt Scores on Camp Per sonnel RJ ting nea.le 
TI~a . t s 
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
90 90 90 ,,0 100 90 90 80 90 80 
130 8 0 '70 70 PO 90 50 50 eo 70 
:·o 50 7 0 '70 7 80 50 50 80 50 
30 30 30 30 50 50 ~;o 3 (J 40 50 
70 '70 7 0 70 7 0 90 90 80 90 90 
50 50 ··; t.L 70 7 0 70 7 0 50 70 70 
70 60 70 ?0 80 80 60 rio 70 7 0 
5 40 50 30 50 50 40 30 50 40 
40 ~0 50 i'>O 40 40 50 40 40 40 
~ 0 80 ~10 90 00 90 90 80 100 1 00 
70 70 90 80 90 100 90 so 100 100 
·10 20 10 20 50 40 30 30 50 10 
70 80 ?0 90 90 '70 ? 0 70 .0 90 
50 50 50 50 60 8 <) 70 50 70 80 
60 50 50 90 90 90 00 50 50 50 
'70 8 0 70 bO 90 90 70 70 ClQ B') 
70 70 '70 8 0 90 90 50 50 90 80 
~~ 0 70 90 no 90 70 90 80 70 70 
9C 70 7 0 90 90 90 7 0 90 70 70 
5C 50 60 50 50 90 50 50 50 50 
80 70 80 70 90 90 70 70 80 90 
70 70 70 8 0 70 70 80 70 g.J '70 
90 t O ao 90 90 00 80 90 90 90 
90 80 80 80 90 90 00 90 80 90 
f)O 70 ?0 60 90 60 50 50 50 50 
12 
GO 
r/ Q 
50 
40 
90 
8 0 
70 
40 
40 
1 00 
100 
20 
ro 
70 
-o 
90 
7 
70 
70 
50 
-0 
'70 
rn 
9 
50 
--=--~---11=======-c==-=-===--~--= - ~ - ---=:-=-=--==--=-===-====-=-==--=--=-=-=-===11== === 
Ar i t lme t:i.c rtean 
Each Tr ~1t fo_· E~ch Ra te_ !n 3 ach Si tuati r n 
IUJ tvrs 
_,..,._ _ ... "'. 
)0 
·-
T..:•ni t s A I3 1_, 
Co.tLp I 
1 88 . 8 88 . 8 £~ . 8 
2 67 .. 2 66 . 8 6 D. O 
3 69 . 2 68 , n 6 8 ., 0 
4 '72. 4 71. 5 72 . 0 
5 64 . B 66 .. 0 6 ~ . 2 
6 2 .,A , 82 . 0 Ll . 6 
7 84 . _j 82 . 8 3:~ . 8 
B 66 . 4 66 . 4 6<t . 4 
9 66 . 4 67 . 2 o4 .. 4 
10 83. 6 '79 . G '7u . O 
11 70 . 4 69 •. 6 6 .o 
12 69 . 6 67.6 6 ~5 . 6 
Cr:u~p II 
1 79 . 6 00 . 8 ~) . 2 
2 64 .. 11 65. 2 Go . ( 
3 61 . 6 62 . 4 6:? , 0 
4 68 . 8 6~ . 8 C? . 2 
5 '/'O . B 70 . 4 6S ., 2 
6 79 , 6 ?6 ., 0 7 .:; . 4 
7 ?8 . ·1 74 . 8 7? . 
8 6 2 . 4, 62. 4 67 . 2 
a 
... 62 . 8 64 . B 62 .. ~~ 
10 78 . 0 '74 ., 0 r13 . 2 
11 68 . 0 68 . 0 6~3. 2 
12 69 . 2 70 . 0 68 . 8 
-----'===F===~==== 
I'n~: J. e 8 
~tandFrd DG v1 a tion 
~a _ :r~it for ;ac_ Ra c -r .n Each f _tuat.on 
i~ r. ters 
--~--
. B c i\ 
·---
_ Ca!7!l2 I 
1 13. 06 1 2 .• 1 1 L 2 q43 
2 1 5. 11 1 5 . 16 1-{ . 0""/ 
3 18 . ·;g 18 .L3 1 0 ~39 
4 16 .. 32 17. '<2 17ot 66 
5 15.'78 1 7 . 23 1-..; . 1:2 
6 16 . 32 16 . 73 l o . /,1 1 
'17 16 . 73 1? . 09 1 . • 09 I 
8 l fl .-1·::- H \ . 07 :<:" .19 
~1 20 . 57 21 . 26 20 . 01 
_o 15. 2(J L3 36 1~: . 76 
1 1 
11 19. (5;:. l C> .,. 9 1C. 8 
12 18. G5 l 9 •. (j[} 1 C. 41 
C[;. 1p Il 
.. , 
- . 
1 l D. ~~2 18 .. 86 1~ . 2 
2 1? .. ()8 18 .. 14 , .... 6 ... . 
3 18.4~ 18 . 39 18 ., "55 
4 19 , ~35 1 3 •. 2-5 18 . 66 
«:: 20 . rr7 1 9.-69 1~) . ~ ' v > 
6 18. 43 18 .33 1£ ., Cl;:) 
7 17 . 01 15 . 39 l S • . ~ 2 
e 14,_ r...o l f) .• 04 :.7 . 78 
0 19. 50 1 9 . 62 1., .. 45 v 
10 19 . 18 19. 60 18 .. 4 
ll 20. 08 20. 59 ;21. ;;;; 
12 20 . 18 20 . t.J:O 20 . 85 
- ---- ---------:::::::=.= ==~----=- -=== 
'rable 9 
~oeffi cient of Corr el ution and Prob ble Er ror 
Bet\Veen l:iat; rs in ·,·,:wh ~:1 tuation for E~f.a.ch Tr• · i t 
(25 subjects and 3 raters f or each situation) 
'l'rai ts Camp I 
r P'*' ... J r p-r~ 
"" 
1 . 928 . 0191 . 893 . 027 
2 . 95'7 . 011 6 • 9'74 .. 007_ 
3 . G86 . 0039 • .., 2 ;3 . 0198 
4 . 943 . 01 53 · ~30 . 0186 
5 . 9o9 . 0084 . g73 . 0073 
6 • 949 . 0136 • ,;33 . 01 7 . 
7 . 948 . 0139 . 936 . 0171 
8 . 957 . 0116 . 91 6 • 222 
9 . 037 • 0168 . 9 37 . 0168 
10 . 791 . 0515 . 028 . 01 .. 1 
11 . !?68 . o Jf 7 . 975 • 006''1 
12 . 925 , 0198 . 988 . 0033 
-------=-=1~==============~==========================================9p===-==-=~·= 
raters tn each group . 'fhe correlation of three orig inal 
r a tings may be t ·,kon as the reliab :t lities of the t hree 
judgments. Th" s :tnvolves t he same pr i nciple as taking the 
correlati on of forms A and B of a test as the reli abi lities 
of the forms. The a verage coefficient of correlat ion wus 
c omputed by a meth od orig inated by Fisher . ~/ The basic 
formula is 
-L ~ Yz. L~{L (t +!!.-) - ~e_ ( t -A)] 
in which z is t he transformed vari abl e which formalmost 
any population correl ati on is normally distributed, loge 
the natural logarithm, and r the coeffic :l ent of correlation. 
~or each of the three coefficients of correlation to be 
aver·a;:;ed, z is ob t ained d rectly f.t-om a tabl e in Fisher • s 
book.g/ The mean of the t nree ~ ' s is calculat ed. From 
the same table th.e r fo.r t he me an z i s found ; thi s is the 
a.ver~e c oefficient of correlation . We:t.:.;,h ting of z 1s 
unnecessary i n this study because the samples are all 
the ea.me size . 
Correlations ranged from a low of .791 on t r ait 1 0 
for Camp I to a high of .988 on trait 12 for Camp II. A 
few ·tests of intellig ence and achievement have reliability 
coefficients as h i gh as . 95 to .98 . In the frontier 
!/ R. A. Fisher, 0tat ist1eal Methods for Research Workers . 
Oliver and Boyd, Ltd. London, 1936, 6th edition, PP • 
199-213. 
g/ Ibid., P• 213. 
I 
I 
II 
I 
field of personality measuremen t, h owever , reli ability and 
val·dit y coefficients h ave been much lower .. The reli a.b ility 
and val i dity coefficients of the Camp Personnel Rating 
Scale range f!'om .791 to .986 for Camp I and from . 8 93 
to .988 for Camp II. 
To ·t; ake an example of the use of Table 9, the corre -
l a tion coefficient for the three raters in Camp I for 
h e alth is . 928. The prob~ble error of .0191 mea ns that 
i 
t he chances are even (50 in 100) t ha t t he true coefficient 
of correlation (r) f alls w. thin the limf;ts of .928 plus 
or minus . 0191 or betw0en . 947 ::;. nd .909 and that the 
chances are 99 :1n l CO that the true r falls within the 
l t m1ts of . 926 plus or mi nus four times . 0191 or between 
1.00 and .852. 
To take an exampl e of a score f or Camp II, the r for 
t h e three r aters 1n he 1~ lth is . 8 93 plus or minus .0279. 
This me ans the chances a~e 50 in 100 t ha t t h e true r falls 
betwe en . 8-65 and .921 and t hey are 99 in 100 that t he 
t rue r falls betw-o~m • 781 and 1. oo . 
Iqdex of re1;~bilit1 .-~ Another method of showins 
valid ity of the Sc~le is th~t of the index of reli abili t y 
which g ives the correlatl on be tween ob tai ned scores and 
I 
t :q.eore'tically t rue s cores :l.n the same func t lon. The index 
\ 
1~. i~ reali t y a validity coeff icient since it tells how 
r 
tJel l ' a test is measur i ng true ability in the function which 
I 
./ 
I 
:I 
I' 
l1 
I 
II 
II 
1 t pur rJorts t o measure . Tho correlat:ton be tween a series 
of obte.1ned scores Emd the i r corresp onding 11 theoretically 
truen scores may be f ound by t he formul a 1/ !!.,, <::><:> ::: ~ 
in whi chA
1
l is t he rel i abll i ty coe f f ic i ent of the f:, i ve n 
t est a nd /l.., oa represents t he correlation be tween the obts.lned 
&nd true scores. The i nd e x of reliabili t y g ives t h e max-
i mum correl a t1.on which e. particular test is capable of 
y ,• elding . The s ymbol oa is used to designa te true scores, 
i.e .. , those sc ore s g otten from an i ndefini te number of 
dmi n :t s ! r a t ion s of tho Reale· t o tht) s ame g r ou p . 
In Tuble 10, 24 val:tdity c ocff' :t c l ents (12 f or each 
group ) are pres ented . Of t he 24 calculati ons, 23 f -11 
a t .90 or better. The index of reliabili t y in both 
situa t ions is suf fi c i ently h i gh to warrant the sta tement 
t hat the Camp Personnel Ra t in,; Sc ale i s an ext remely g ood 
e st i ma te of the f nnc t ion i t is trying to measure. 
Halo.-~ Another meth od of sh owing validity of t he 
-
Ca~p Personnel Rat i ng Scale i s to demons t r a te t hat ha lo 
does not pr event t r ait di scr im: na tlon b y the r a te r s. 
The re is not any ob j e ·: tive stand ard of me asure of t h e nu~ 
merlc al vnlue s necessa r y in orde r to indica te t he 
pr esence of h alo, 
1/ 'H. E. Ga.rrett, op , c i t., P • 319 . 
---~~~- ~--=-~============j~== 
.. JEJX of f. () · . .• .rb.,l·! t.~y 
u '> jec.t$ ~;: d 3 r~ ·~t ··r.I 'or otHJb • ·.tn. t~ on ) 
T~·a:~ · Oum I r 
-
1 . ~"~~ 
f:: .• fi,J'l 
3 . 968 
4: · ~j J-1 
5 .- {)86 
6 .. . :74 
7 • :·. '74 
; 
. n7s i,) 
t. • • GB 
" 10 ) " I • . ; t ..J .... 
ll • . : ;J . ~lf)7 
1" . 9~..:;2 . no, 
Driver,l/ in discUS$ :i.ng hal o, de scribes t he tex·o as 
1 t i s usual l y c once tved: !1Thus 1 it h:<Js bee n observed 
t h a t employees rated high in one tra it tend to receive 
higher r ati ng than they deserve on all other t r a its." 
''"P.he converse is also true. If h alo 1a operat ing , by 
defin i tion there will be little or no spread be t ween scores 
of the var·i ous tra.1.t s for indivi dual s ub j ec ts· •. 
The ran~ e of possible scores f or each t rait on the 
Camp Pc.r•so twe l Ha t. i n ,_; Gc al e runs from 10 to 100·. , The h1 -j'h -
e st and lowest scores and t he di fference between them is 
calcula ted f or each subject in each group and is presented 
in Tables 11 t o 10. 
For Camp I , :rater A, the spread between the highest 
and lowest sc ores of subjec t 13, is 50 points, rasulting 
fr om a high score of 100 on trait 1 and a low score of 50 
on trai t 2. In t he cases of rater B and rater C for subject 
13 of Camp I, t he same spreads are obtai ned from the same 
sets of scores. 
For Camp II personnel, rater A scored subject 9 with 
a high of 80 on trait l, and with a low of ~0 on trait ~. 
Hater B of the same group scored similarly, thereby creating 
a spread of 50 points. Subject 9 of Camp II received from 
r•at er C a spread of 60 points, resulttng from a high of 90 
t/ R. s. Driver, "A Ga.s8 Histor y l n Merit ·Rut'l ng ," Person ... 
nel: 1940: 16:155. 
·==---==-= 
2ub -
jectp, 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
, :;. 
10 
ll 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
1? 
18 
19 
2 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
~~ =-..c.==- =-=--=----:_=-=====II 
C;:Ir.p I 
~~ter _\ 
IIit:;,has t .and .L m;es<~- T':::-~1. t !"'-c:::~.r c s of' Each ~u.bject 
-Tr ait . 
Hi~h i umber d 
70 6 , 7 , 10 50 2 , 4 , 5 , 8 , 9 20 
100 6 , 7 .,10 ,11 60 8 i,l.O 
100 1 80 5 , 6 ~ 11 , 12 20 
100 6 '"10 2 ' ~: , 5 , 8 , 12 30 
90 1 50 8 , fl 40 
100 1,3,10 80 2 , 5 20 
1 00 1, 6 , 8 , 9 ,10 70 2 11 
' 
30 
1 0 0 1)} 3, 7 60 5 , 8 40 
~o 1 30 ? 60 
80 6 , 7 30 5 50 
100 7, 11,12 70 5 , 1 0 30 
1 00 1 , 10 60 11 40 
100 1 50 2 50 
100 1, 6 , '7 50 ~ 5(' 
oo 1 50 8 , ._. 40 
90 1 60 2 , 3 , 5 , 8,9, 30 
11, 12 
90 1 , 7 , 10 , 11, 1~~ 60 9 3 
100 6 , 7 , 8 ,_ 10, 11 .0 1 , 2 , 3 , 4 , 5 ,. 1 
.-- , 12 
100 1/7 80 5 20 
90 1 30 5 , , 12 60 
100 1 60 2 _o 
90 1 , ,10 80 2, 3 , 4,5,? , 8 , 10 
9, 11,12 
90 6., 7 ,10 60 2 , 3 , 11 30 
90 ri 30 8 , ~· , 11 ,12 60 
90 1 50 3 , 7 , 8 , 9 , 10 40 
~~~~----------- -------- ----------·- =JF=== 
C mp :t 
ltf'l.tor B 
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;.:a: . .;he t , nd L owest Tr·' !. t ~ c oreL~ o,;:·· .t::ac 1 ~ub j'"i.lct 
Sub ... 
,iects 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
r; 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
1 5 
16 
1 7 
18 
1 9 
21 
22 
n i .-;•}'1 ll _),} -
80 
100 
90 
100 
90 
100 
100 
100 
00 
90 
100 
100 
100 
100 
90 
90 
90 
100 
100 
vo 
100 
90 
90 
90 
80 
Nu.,tber 
10 
7 , 10, 11 
, 2 , ~'S , 5 , 6 , 
"I ,. 8 
c 
l 
1 
1 ~ G, '7 , 0 g D, 10 
1 
1 
,1 , ' ,11,12 
1 
1 
1,6 ,7 
l 
l 
1 
1 
6 , ? ,. 1 0 
1, 7 
1 
- =--=------=-~==~= 
Low 
50 
E50 
eo 
"''C 50 
(l 
..... 
··o 
GC 
40 
30 
:- (' 
'' 0 
50 
50 
50 
60 
GO 
ro 
00 
60 
3(; 
50 
•l!r ::. ir. 
Humber 
2,.4,i5, 9 
8 
4 , ~.1 ,10,11,12 
2, 4 , 5, 8 , 9 ,12 
8 , ,12 
~3 , 5,11 ., 12 
2 
5 , 8 
2 , 3 , 4 , 5, 6 , '7 , 
P1 10 ,ll,12 
5 
5 , 1.0 
ll 
2 
g 
0 , 9 
2,3, 4,5,8 , 
.:; ,11,12 
8 
2 , 3 ' ii , 5 ' 12 
1,2 6 !> , 4~5, 
a , o 
" c. a '12 o , , , o , ~ t· 
60 
tl:O 
20 
10 
40 
5 ~ 
60 
10 
10 
.:1:0 
h. 
30 
0 
30 
= ~--=-=--!!-======,.,-=:= ~~-------==-= =-----
i~ est end Loves· ~ralt Scor~s of ~ac ~ubj - t 
r-:.ub -
Ject s ~Ii~h Low a d 
1 80 10 f)C 4 , 3, 9 3• 
(j 
~~ 100 7 , 11 60 80 10 
s ro l , i~ , 3 , 5 , 6 , ? 80 4 , 0 , 9 , 10,11,12 _o 
4 90 1,. 3 , 6 ,'?,10 ?0 2 , 4 , 5 , 8 , 9 ,12 ?0 
5 90 l 50 8 , £ , 12 4"'1 
6 100 1 "'0 11 30 
? 100 1, 6 ,. 7 , 8 ,9,1 GO 2 40 
(.") 100 l, o , 7 ,10 60 5,8 , 9 4 
a 100 l 40 2 , 3 , ·1, 5 , 6 , 7 , -o v 
10 80 6 , 7 30 
8 , £ , 10, 11,.12 
5 50 
11 100 4, ? , 8 .,11,12 ''7 0 5, 10 30 
1 2 100 1 5r ~ , 11 EO 
13 100 l GO 2 50 
14 100 1, 6 , ? 60 2;3, 8 , 9 ,11,12 4~ 
1 5 90 1 50 8 , 9 , 11,12 40 
16 100 l 50 2 , 3 , a , c. .,11,12 50 
17 OQ 1 , r;· , 10 , 11, L ... G ) '2 v 
18 100 6 , 7,10 90 1, .,.~ , 3 , 4 , 5 , 8 , 
9 , 11, 12 10 
l D J.OO 4 , 8 ; '7 ,10,11 8 0 <) 20 ·~ 
.... o 80 l 30 3 , 5 , 8 , 9 .,12 50 
21 100 1 50 2 50 
22 90 1, 6 , 8 , 9 ,10 no 2, 3, 4 , 5, '7 , 11 , 10 
12 
23 0 6 , 7 ,10 70 1 ,. 2 , 3 , 4 , 5, 0 , 2 0 
9, 11,12 
~~i1: 90 l 30 3 , 8 , .1 ,11 ,12 60 
25 80 l 50 3 , 4 , 7 , 8 , 9, 30 
l O, l l 
============~~===-=-=---
~ub -
J_oct s 
l 
.... 
--
3 
5 
(.' 
7 
8 
10 
11 
1 2 
13 
14 
15 
1 ,, 
17 
13 
19 
20 
21 
,.., 2 
on 
,., V 
0Ll "' ~ 
25 
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'f~.bl0 ) 4 
Camp II 
· : ~l~~~r 1~ 
:~ . 0he s t L..nd :lowest ~, ~l~n. i.'u f',co.l:'es c·f :.iach Sul>.3'0Cij 
·T.r~ .l:). J. ~· · 
s')r . ·ld -~-
. ..r_ 1, ~ , 5 , 6 , 7 , '-~0 2 , 3 , 1::-i , t 1 0 
so 
10, 11 , 12 
1 ,6 ,?_,10 50 8 - 9 40 
flO 7 50 1, 2, 3, 8 , £1 , 40 
11,·12 
.,o 1 ,:)0 2 , 3 , - ~ 5 ,. 9 
' 90 6 ,7 ' 10,12 70 1 , 2, 3, 4 , 5, 8 , o r-" r. .. ·' 
9 , 11·-
00 l , J.O 50 2 ~ 3 , £1 40 
90 G, 'l ;;:.o 3, 8 30 
50 1 , .:; , 4 , 6 / 7, '? 3 , 5 , 9 ;';; } 
e , 10 
1 30 ~ ·~ 
100 5 , 6, 9, 10, 11, 90 l , 2 , 3 ; 4 , 7 f 8 10 
1.2 
100 1 ; 0, 71 10,12 70 2 , 3 ' 0 
50 7 , 10 10 4 ,.11 ·..:.. () 
100 1 '10 2 , 3 , '1 , '1 , 8 , 9 3~ 
9 0 1, 1 50 2 , 3, 4 , 8 , ... ..,:;. ._, 
90 4 , 5 , 6 , 7 50 2 ,3, . , 9 , 1 0 , ' 
11, 12 
90 6, 7,10, 12 70 2 1 3 , B, 9 ~0 
.0 5, ? ,.10 , 12 ?0 2 , 3 1 B1 9 20 
100 1 '70 3, f3 ,1l, l2 30 
f.(i 2 , .3 , 6 ,'7, 10 ·, c 3, 4, 8 , 9, 11,12 20 
,::,C 1 , 3, 7 :;o 2 , :.:"> ,4,.5, 8 ; 0 1 30 
10 , 11,12 
00 1 ., 0 3.0 ")! ... 
100 1 "/ () 2 , ;:? , 4 , 6 .;7,8 , 
.. ,11 , 12 
30 
90 2 ,e> , a, '7 , 9 , )" .. 8 ... o 
10,11 
90 1,5, 6, 7, 9, ,o 2 , 3 , 4 , 8 1 
10_.11,12 
no 6 5 I 2 , '7 , 8 , 9, J.O , ~l 
11, 12 
--=-=...-_:::::-:--==-=.. ~~--=-
Sub-
Jec t s 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
l l 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
1 '7 
18 
1 9 
20 
21 
22 
23 
-1 
25 
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'llable 1 ~.3 
C mp I I 
Bt er B 
IIir.,host nd L owest Tr ait Sc ox•e s of ~ ach , .ub jec t 
Tratt Tr ol€ 
H r umber Low Number ... :l2reHd 
90 1()415, 6 , "1, 9 , 80 2 , 3 , 8 ,11 1 0 
1 ~ , 2 
90 6 , 7 50 3 , B, 9 40 
80 10 '0 1 , 2 , 3 , 8 , 9, 30 
11,12 
8 0 1 30 2 , 3 , 4 , 5,10 50 
90 6, 9 , 11 , 12 70 2 , 3, 4 ,5"' 8 20 
100 1 50 2 , 3 , 9 50 
80 6 , 7 50 8 30 
50 1 , 2,4,6, 7 , 30 5 , 9 20 
8 ~ 10 
80 l 30 3 50 
10 0 1 , 2; 3 ,4 , 9 , 10:~ 90 5 ,.6 , 7 , 8 10 
11,12 
100 1, 10.,12 70 2 , 3 30 
50 7 , 10 10 4 ,11 40 
100 1 70 2, 3 , 4 , 7 , 8 , 9 30 
90 1,1 0 50 2 , 3 40 
90 4 , 5, 6 50 8 , 0,10 , 11,12 40 
90 1, 6, '7 ,10,12 70 3 , 8 , 9 20 
9 0 '7 ,10 50 1,8 , 9 40 
100 1 '10 3 , 7,10.11 ,12 30 
90 2, 5, 6 , '7 ,10 '70 3 , 4 , 8 , 9 , 11,12 20 
00 1 50 2, 4 , 6, 8 , 9, 10, 40 
11 , 12 
100 1 70 8 , 9 30 
100 1 70 2 , ~3 ,. 4 , 6 , 7 ,8 , 30 
9, 11. 12 
90 2, 5, 6, 7 , 9 '"10 8 20 
100 1 GO 2, 3 , 4 , 7 , 8 20 
90 6 50 2 , '7 , 8 , 
11 ,12 
, 10 , 40 
----~-~ 
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:.~:able 1 6 
Gs.mp II 
Rater C 
Highe t and Low...,st Trn:..t fcore s of 'Each S b ject 
Sub ... 1J.1r ~rE Trait . 
.teets TI " h ,. .g . Number Lo 1 Numb er S·pre a d 
1 100 6 80 9,11,12 20 
2 vO 1, 6 , 7 50 8 , 9 40 
'.l. 
t,.l 80 '7 ,10 50 2 , 3 , 8 , 9 ~ 11;12 30 
4 80 1 30 2,3_. 4 , 5 , 0 . 50 
,. 
v 90 ? , 8 ,10 ,.11 ,12 '70 1 , 2 ,3,4,5, 6 20 
6 90 1 50 2,3, 9 40 
'7 so 6 , '7 60 3 , 8 20 
8 50 1, 2 , 4 , 6,7 ,10 30 5, 9 2 0 
9 90 1 30 3 60 
10 100 1;10, 11,12 80 3 20 
11 100 7,10 ,11 , 12 '70 2,3 30 
12 50 1 0 10 4 , 11 4:0 
1~ 90 1 , 5 , 6, 10,11, 12 70 2 , 4 , 7 , 8 , 9 20 
14 .. 0 1 50 2,3, 4, 5, 9 40 
15 PO 5,6,7 , 8 50 3,4, 9,10,11,12 40 
16 90 1, 6, 7,10,12 70 2, 4 , 8 ; 9 20 
1 7 vO 6 , ? ,10 50 8 , 9 40 
18 100 1 · 70 3 , ? ,10 ,11,12 30 
19 90 1 , 2,5, 6 , 7 , 9 '"10 3, 4, 8 ,10,11,12 . 20 
20 GO l)'l 50 2 , 5., 5 , 6 . 8 , 9 , 40 
10 ,11,12 
21 100 1 ?0 ~s , 5.,a, 9 30 
22 100 1 '70 211 3 , 4, G, 7 , 9 ,. 30 
11,12 
J3 0 2 , 5, 6, 7, 9, BO 1, 3 , 4, 8 ,12 10 
10 ,11 
2~' 90 1 , 2, 6 , 7, 9 , 80 3,4, 5, 8,10 10 
ll$12 
25 ~0 6 · 50 2,8 ,9_,10,11,12 40 
-======~====================================================~======= 
\ 
1. 
on trait 1 and a low of 30 on traJ. t 3. 
The difference between high and low scores for each 
subject is l arger t han e.ppe tirs upon cursory examination. 
Remmers ,y comments are appr o;.)r i ate . 
Some correlatt on would, of courae, be ex-
pected even i f no halo effect were present, since 
t he we i ~ht of all evidence favors t he conclus i on 
t hat destrable measurable characterist i cs are 
pos l t:i.vely correl a ted. The amount of true ps y -
cholog ical concorr:mi tanco in t he occurrence of 
trai ts i s, h owever, indetermi na te •••• 
Loglcally a 6 encr al i mpression is caused by some 
trai t or t r aits Sn comb i nation or s ingl y of the lndivi-
duals under consider a tion . This has been ndicated in 
t he research of As ch ,g/ where he poi·nts out that t here 
ar e central as well as peripheral traits of personality. 
A general i mpres s i on may be dis torted by t he fact t hat a 
particul s.r trait or t r a it pattern remi nds us of f avorable 
or unfavorable inc i dents of the past and unknowinz ly 
infl uences the e1'forts of conscient ious r atings. 
Does t he spread occur just as g r eatl y for t h ose in-
d:lv iduals r s ted ve r~r h i gh on par ticular tr 1i ts as for t hose 
r ::-tt ed p •rticular l y low and a s for those who were not r s.ted 
f/ H .. Ii' . Remmers , nRel letbillty and Halo Effe et of Hi gh 
"S'chool and Colle3e St udents' Judgrnents of Their Teachers , 11 
Journal o.f Applied Psychologz: 1934: 18 : 628. 
2/ s . E . Asch~ "I<'orm1ng Impress :tons of Personality,n 
Journal of r~bnorma.l and Soc i al Psychology : 1946 : 41 :258-
290~ 
All • 
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II 
I 
,I 
11 
r 
I 
I 
il 
I 
li 
I 
' 
e j t her particu l arly hi i_Sh or low~ 1Th~· highest scores for 
/ 
all judg es 1n both s i tua tions far e1~rh of the 12 traits 
'. ./ \ 
were t abul a ted.. For example, ,.r atEt.t? ~~  Camp I , sub ject 
! I '· 
7 rece:t ved t he h i r;hest scort o~:/ ·trait \ 9• Subject 7's 
r ang e of scores on all tr~,Yts;_; was 10~·170. Thus indivi .. 
dual 7 appears under th~-:~·heasft n5 , Tho~ie Subjects ~-fuo 
~ · ~ ~ ~ 
Scored Highes.t on a t J:;~6ast ;pne Tra it ; ~n Table 17. The 
l/1 ") 
s a me pro cedure wa s fc/llowed for the low scores. F'or the 
same -rroup and rat~~ ~ subJect 24 received t h e lowest score 
/ ,/ 1 1'. 
on trait 11. In~1iv 5.dual ·:, 2'4' s tra it scores r anged from a 
I , 
high of 90 to a./ low of ,'30. Subject 24 appe ars under the 
. ;' j f \ 
he ad1ng , Th ose Sub je<t,·t~ Wh o Scored Lowest on a t Leas t 
I ' 
One Tr a t, in Table l7~ I After all the subjects who 
{f . 
. ·· I 
had scored highe~t and l lowest on at least one tra it were 
·1/ 
t a bul a ted, the .rematn -l tlg individuals were l isted and the 
\ ''\ 
r a nge of' thei.l." s cores ~;~eluded 1n 1r able 17 u nder subtitle, 
. \ 
. e ~l... , \~'-
Other Scor~:S. Th:l:-s- data \i-s prese nted in Tables 1 7 to 
22. 
·' I } / 
! / / 
/ ,' 
i I 
The /Spread between hi :h -low scores is a s t;re a t or 
/ ' I 
l l . greater; i-~ most 'i n, .tances f or the h i ;;h e s t and lowest 
I , \ r at ed/sub~ e ct.~' on a\ny tra 1 t as is the spre ad for those 
not /f•a t;ea/ 1~1ghest or l owest on any tr a it . If h a lo were 
I 
opdra tJng, ope would e xpect t hat t he spread of the h1 ._:.hest-
' . ';\ 
lowes~ g rouds \ wou l d be l es s t h an for the others. For 
t' \ 
all Camp I _ the \ re sults sh ow a wider r ange for t h e extreme 
' ( 
·, 
; 
~zJ· 
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I f 
. ,.... \ 
:'' I 
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I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I! 
I 
1 
5 
15 
lo 
17 
22 
23 
25 
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T&ble 17 
Camp I 
Hater A 
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rated groups t han for the others. In Camp II t he highest 
rated group has t he smalles t s pread~ the lowest r ated 
group the widest r ange, and the other.s have a s pread be tween ' 
that of t he hit;hes t a nd lowest r ated g r oups. If halo were 
oper ating , t he subjects rece ivi ng "the ext reme scor•es on 
any t r a it should be expec t ed to h ave l .e s s of a spread be· 
t we en t he ir 1nd5.vidual high and low sco.res than other 
subjects. Tables 17 to 22 sh ow t hat t~f s is not t he case. 
Conc lus :t ons 
The purpose of thi s study wa s the cons t ruction and 
evaluation of a , r ating 'scale for camp personnel. Since 
t he selection and tra: im.i ng of a camp staff i s one of the 
direc tor 's most imp ort~nt r es!)Ot1 Gl bi 11 t ies any instrument 
wlli ch c an he l p her eva~uato a staf f is inval uable · n the 
wr ' ter's op in~on . 
Val ues obtained from the use of the scale.-- Si nce 
the scale has a f avorable :· degree of rel ·i.ability and validi -
ty it may .serve as a guide for in-service traini ng ; f or 
/ 
measurin;t; counself')r· growth on the job; for re-hiring 
pers onnel; and e.s dn instrument which may be referred to 
I 
when ·;wr1 ting refere mce s for c amp counselors. 
I 
' I 
,· L'J).Iriitations . -- 'Undoubtedly r efinement s of the scale 
ma~ be / m@.de 1n a further study ; t hi s t he writer pl ens to 
:. ;I 
I do, ~ossibly othe r t r ai ts may be added~ The scale sllov;ed 
~~{ l_ -==-== . -
a ne d !'or to t ·\ ntl n 
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